









Using	 interview	 data	 on	 LGBT	 young	 people’s	 policing	 experiences,	 I	 argue	 policing	 and	
security	 works	 as	 a	 program	 of	 government	 (Dean	 1999;	 Foucault	 1991;	 Rose	 1999)	 that	
constrains	the	visibilities	of	diverse	sexuality	and	gender	in	public	spaces.	While	young	people	
narrated	 police	 actions	 as	 discriminatory,	 the	 interactions	 were	 complex	 and	multi‐faceted	
with	police	and	security	working	to	subtly	constrain	the	public	visibilities	of	‘queerness’.	Same	
sex	affection,	for	instance,	was	visibly	yet	unverifiably	(Mason	2002)	regulated	by	police	as	a	
method	 of	 governing	 the	 boundaries	 of	 proper	 gender	 and	 sexuality	 in	 public.	 The	 paper	









Their	mannerisms	 just	 like	 push	 the	 boundaries.	 It’s	 not	 like,	 ‘Yeah	 I’m	 gay,	 so	
what?’	 It’s	 like,	 ‘Yeah	 I’m	 gay,	 I’m	 in	 your	 face,	 now	 take	 it’.	 So	 usually	 it’s	
something	like	that.	(Misch,	bisexual	male,	19)	
	
While	 Misch	 refers	 here	 to	 something	 that	 may	 generally	 be	 undetectable,	 this	 paper	
demonstrates	 how	 the	 subtleties	 of	 heteronormative	 gender	 and	 sexuality	 matter	 in	 public	
spaces	 with	 police.	 I	 argue	 that	 the	 boundaries	 Misch	 refers	 to	 are	 regulated	 by	 police	 as	 a	
program	of	 governance	 about	what	 it	means	 to	 ‘do’	 gender	 and	 sexuality	 ‘properly’	 in	 public	
spaces.	 To	 explore	 this,	 I	 examined	 transcripts	 of	 interviews	 about	 lesbian,	 gay,	 bisexual	 and	
transgender	(LGBT)1	young	people’s	experience	of	policing	in	Brisbane,	Queensland,	Australia.	
The	uneasy	relationship	between	young	people	and	police	more	generally	is	well	documented	in	
the	 literature	 (Cunneen	 and	 White	 2011;	 Hinds	 2007;	 McAra	 and	 McVie	 2005)	 and	 this	 is	
reflected	 in	 the	 interview	 data	 generated	 in	 this	 study.	 Young	 participants	 perceived	 some	
interactions	with	police	and	security	to	be	discriminatory.	However,	these	data	tell	us	nothing	
about	 the	 intentions	 of	 police	 and	 security	 personnel.	 In	 fact,	 the	 data	 could	 not	 be	 neatly	










behaviour	 on	 a	 broader	 scale	 as	 a	 ‘[v]isible	 yet	 unverifiable	 means	 of	 correction’.	
Conceptualising	 their	 interactions	 in	 this	 way	 enables	 an	 understanding	 of	 how	 the	 general	
public	comes	to	interpret	the	appropriateness	(or	lack	thereof)	of	displays	of	same	sex	intimacy	
in	public	spaces	(Mason	2001).	This	in	turn	may	subconsciously	correct	the	public	embodiment	
of	 queerness	 among	 LGBT	 young	 people	 by	 subtly	 encouraging	 them	 to	 regulate	 their	 own	




how,	 subsequently,	 police	may	 be	 seen	 to	 be	 ‘punishing	 or	 constraining	 the	 public	 visibility’	
(Tomsen	 2009:	 39)	 of	 these	 young	 people.	 To	 discuss	 these	 issues,	 I	 draw	 from	 the	work	 of	
Mason	(2001,	2002),	Moran	and	Skeggs	(2004),	Tomsen	(2009),	Dalton	(2007),	and	Valentine	
(1993)	 to	 elaborate	 how	 the	bodies	 of	 LGBT	young	people	 are	 constructed	 as	 out	 of	 place	 in	
heterosexual	 public	 space.	 As	 Mason	 (2001:	 25)	 achieves	 in	 her	 examination	 of	 violence	
experienced	by	 lesbian	women,	 I	want	 to	 position	 the	 actions	 of	 police	 officers	 in	 relation	 to	
these	bodies	out	of	place	‘in	the	wider	context	of	discursive	statements	of	sexual	visibility’.	
	
This	 framework	was	 applied	 to	 examine	 qualitative	 data	 from	 35	 interviews	 conducted	with	
LGBT	young	people	mostly	at	a	LGBT	youth	support	service	 in	Brisbane	during	drop‐in	 times	
(12.30pm	 to	 4.30pm,	 four	 days	 per	 week,	 from	 approximately	 October	 2008	 to	 April	 2009).	
Participants	were	asked	questions	about	their	knowledge	and	perceptions	of	police,	and	their	
specific	 interactions	 with	 police	 in	 public	 spaces.	 By	 applying	 this	 alternative	 framework	 to	
police‐LGBT	 youth	 interactions,	 this	 paper	 departs	 from	 explanations	 grounded	 in	 notions	 of	














non‐heteronormativity	(Jackson	2003)	 in	ways	 that	may	be	read	as	discursive	 texts	by	police.	
This	 enables	 an	 understanding	 of	 how	 the	 body	 can	 be	 ‘done’	 (Butler	 1990)	 in	 ways	 that	
perform	a	discourse	of	non‐heteronormative	queerness	(Jackson	2003)	and	that	may	be	read	as	
discursive	 texts	 by	police	 and	 security.	 This	 includes	 language	which	 functions	 in	 a	distinctly	
performative	manner	(Austin	1975),	with	talk	understood	as	 ‘performing	an	action’	by	way	of	
















2004:	 7).	 LGBT	 young	 people	 represent	 bodies	 out	 of	 place:	 both	 in	 terms	 of	 not	 being	
heterosexual	 and	 of	 being	 seen	 in	 public	 places,	 they	 represent	 ‘ungovernable’	 (Dalton	2007:	
385)	 bodies	 in	 need	 of	 regulation.	 They	 have	 breached	 the	 boundary	 of	 proper	 heterosexual	




In	 surveilling	 the	 boundaries	 of	what	 it	means	 to	 do	 sexuality	 and	 gender	 properly	 in	 public	
spaces,	 this	paper	draws	on	Foucault	 (1991),	Dean	(1999),	and	Rose	(1999)	 to	analyse	police	
and	security	interactions	with	LGBT	young	people	as	a	program	of	government.	‘[G]overnment	
entails	 any	 attempt	 to	 shape	 with	 some	 degree	 of	 deliberation	 aspects	 of	 our	 behaviour	
according	 to	particular	sets	of	norms	and	 for	a	 variety	of	ends’	 (Dean	1999:	10).	This	project	
works	on	two	levels.	In	the	first	instance,	it	is	a	regulatory	project	which	works	on	and	with	the	
bodies	of	people,	bodies	which	in	some	way	have	been	defined	as	ill‐disciplined	and	therefore	in	
need	 of	 regulation	 (Dean	 1999).	 Police	 actions	 seek	 to	 correct	 and	 rediscipline	 these	 deviant	
bodies	 by	 redirecting	 their	 conduct	 in	 public	 spaces.	Alongside	 this	 regulatory	 regime	 runs	 a	
project	of	self‐government.	This	 involves	 ‘self‐inspection’	which	enables	a	person	 ‘to	act	upon	
our	 bodies,	 souls,	 thoughts,	 and	 conduct	 in	 order	 to	 achieve’	 (Rose	 1999:	 11)	 a	 particular	
outcome.	 LGBT	young	people	may	work	 on	 reshaping	how	 they	 govern	 themselves	 and	 their	
conduct	 so	 they	 ‘pass’	 better	 or	 ‘fit	 in’	 better	 to	 heterosexual	 spaces	 when	 their	 bodies	 fall	
outside	the	heteronormative	expectations	required	in	public	spaces.	
	
Such	a	process	 is	not	 exclusive	of	LGBT	young	people	 and	police	and	security	personnel	may	
involve	 themselves	 in	these	processes	 too.	However,	 in	 this	 study,	 these	 forms	of	government	
were	chiefly	defined	by	notions	of	placement,	where	a	person	feels	out	of	place	in	heterosexual	
public	spaces	because	they	are	gay	or	 lesbian	or	transgender.	As	Valentine	(1993:	406)	notes,	
persons	with	 diverse	 sexuality	 and/or	 gender	 ‘feel	 out	 of	 place	 because	 of	 the	 orientation	 of	
these	places	 towards	heterosexual	 couples’.	 Those	who	do	not	 conform	 to	 the	heterosexually	
gendered	 codes	 of	 dress	 and	 behaviour	 expected	 in	 public	 spaces	 are	 subject	 to	 the	
governmental	 project	 (Dean	 1999;	 Foucault	 1991;	 Rose	 1999)	 to	 make	 their	 conduct	 align	






Police	 and	 security	 personnel	 appear	 to	 constrain	 public	 visibility	 of	 LGBT	 young	 people	 as	
bodies	out	of	place	in	public	spaces	on	the	basis	that	their	bodies	fail	to	align	with	heterosexual	
and	 gendered	 normality.	 ‘Constrain’	 is	 used	 here	 with	 reference	 to	 Foucault’s	 (1977:	 11)	
elaboration	of	constraint	as	a	discipline:	‘a	system	of	constraints	and	privations,	obligations	and	
prohibitions’.	Constraint	was	subtle	and	was	grounded	in	the	sense	of	being	out	of	place	(Moran	
and	 Skeggs	2004;	 Valentine	 1993)	with	 comments	 focusing	 on	 feelings,	weird	 looks	 –	 almost	
undetectable	 limitations	 and	 moderations	 of	 their	 behaviour.	 Physical	 constraint	 was	 less	






were	 nonetheless	 perceived	 by	 LGBT	 young	 people	 as	 telling	 them	 they	 were	 doing	 gender	
(Butler	1990)	 in	ways	 that	were	out	of	place	 in	heteronormative	public	 spaces.	Alex	 (male	 to	
female	transgender,	25)	suggested	being	out	of	place	in	terms	of	gender	diversity	was	‘a	power	







participants,	 police	 officers	 detected	 their	 gender	 diversity	 and	 sometimes	moved	 out	 of	 the	
spaces	they	inhabited	to	avoid	them:	
	







In	 both	 these	 cases,	 it	 seems	 that	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 these	 LGBT	 young	 bodies	 queered	
heteronormative	expectations	of	 gender	was	detected	by	police	 and	acted	upon.	Although	 far	
removed	 from	 targeted	 abuse	 of	 LGBT	 people	 in	 history	 (Tomsen	 2009),	 police	 actions	
nonetheless	 made	 it	 clear	 to	 LGBT	 young	 people	 that	 their	 physical	 presence	 was	 not	
appreciated	 in	 heterosexual	 public	 places	 and	 they	 were	 out	 of	 place.	 Police	 appear	 to	 have	
decided	these	young	people	were	a	problem	and	subsequently	sought	to	constrain,	albeit	subtly,	










Visibility	 and	 surveillance	 are	 central	 to	 how	 subtle	 assumptions	 like	 these	 act	 as	 forms	 of	
constraint.	This	makes	known	to	LGBT	young	people	that	gender	diversity	situates	them	as	out	
of	place	 (Moran	and	Skeggs	2004).	How	 this	 gender	diversity	 is	 perceived	by	police	 seems	 to	
inform	how	LGBT	youth‐police	interactions	unfold:	
	







Even	 though	 the	 transperson	 was	 being	 harassed	 by	 people	 on	 the	 train,	 Freddy	 notes	 how	
police	admonished	the	person	who	retaliated	rather	than	the	people	harassing	the	transperson.	






















were	 considered	 out	 of	 place	 and	 to	 invoke	 self‐governance	 measures	 to	 not	 appear	 so	
outwardly	‘gay’.	
	
Young	 people’s	 accounts	 in	 this	 study	 also	 demonstrated	 more	 overt	 examples	 of	 non‐
heteronormative	behaviour	being	constrained	by	police	and	security.	These	forms	of	constraint	
ranged	from	avoiding	contact	to	physically	separating	and	reprimanding	LGBT	young	people	for	
being	 intimate	 with	 their	 same	 sex	 partners.	 Specifically,	 holding	 hands,	 kissing,	 or	 hugging	
between	same	sex	couples	visibly	drew	the	attention	of	police	as	out	of	place	 in	public	space.	
Some	 young	 people	 acknowledged	 police	may	 react	 to	 how	 LGBT	 young	 people	 are	 ‘out	 and	
proud’	and	can	flaunt	this	(Mason	2002)	in	ways	that	attract	police	attention:	
	
Some	 of	 the	 younger	 dykes	 out	 there	 that	 are	 like	 15,	 16.	 They’re	 still	 at	 that	
younger	 stage	 where	 they	 find	 it	 necessary	 to	 write	 the	 word	 lesbian	 on	
everything	 they	 own	 and	 shit	 like	 that	 ...	 some	of	 them	cop	 it	 a	 fair	 bit.	 I	 think	









Even	 if	 this	 is	 how	 these	 young	 people	 are	 perceived,	 they	 continue	 to	 have	 the	 right	 to	
congregate	 in	 public	 spaces	 and	 recreate	with	 other	 young	 people.	 Interestingly,	 these	 views	
align	 with	 those	 expressed	 about	 the	 Sydney	 Gay	 and	 Lesbian	Mardi	 Gras	 (Waitt	 and	 Stapel	








were	directed	more	 towards	 the	proximity	of	bodies	 that	were	visibly	queer	 in	public	 spaces.	
This	was	 discussed	 by	 Nikolas	 in	 relation	 to	 security	 officers	 in	 a	 train	 station	 and	 Ticket	 in	
relation	to	police	officers	in	public	spaces:	
	
We	were	 just	sitting	 like	we	were	sitting	 in	 the	Metro	Valley	 train	station	and	I	
was	like	with	a	bunch	of	my	gay	mates	we	were	just	coming	home	from	the	Beat.	I	
think	 it	wasn’t	 even	 that	 late	 and	we	weren’t	 even	 drunk	 and	 the	 security	 just	
came	up	grabbed	my	friend	ripped	him	out	of	the	chair	and	kicked	us	out.	He	was	
like,	‘You’re	not	allowed	to	sit	down’,	and	he	was	like,	‘I’ve	sat	here	before	and	no	
one’s	said	anything’,	 and	he’s	 like,	 ‘Don’t,	you’re	not	allowed	 to	sit	here’	 and	he	
threw	us	out	of	the	train	station.	(Nikolas,	gay	male,	18)	
	
Jimmy	 and	 I	will	 get	 pulled	 up	 if	 its	 5:30	 in	 the	morning	 and	we’re	 staggering	













it	 is	 not	 precisely	 clear	what	motivated	 the	 security	 personnel	 to	 physically	 intervene	 in	 the	
behaviour	of	Nikolas’s	 friends,	Nikolas	believed	their	actions	may	have	been	informed	by	how	









police	 and	 security	 seemed	 to	 have	 had	 a	 similar	 effect	 to	 the	 situation	 recounted	 above	 by	











did	 go	 down,	 the	 train	 was	 allowed	 to	 leave	 with	 all	 the	 people	 still	 on	 it,	
witnesses,	 the	 people	 who	 had	 actually	 committed	 the	 crimes	 had	 either	 fled	





Police	 inaction	 in	 this	example	may	be	 interpreted	as	 a	 form	of	 governmental	 regulation	 that	
demonstrates	 to	 LGBT	 young	 people	 that	 those	 embodying	 queerness	 are	 not	 deserving	 of	
police	 assistance.	 Furthermore,	 the	 spectacle	 (Angel	 1994)	 of	 situations	 like	 the	 one	 Quintin	




constrain	 the	 actions	 of	 LGBT	 young	 people.	 In	 this	 study,	 homophobic	 pejoratives	were	 not	
often	recorded	yet	when	they	were	used	by	police	 in	particular,	 the	young	person	recognised	
the	words	were	spoken	as	an	act	of	constraint.	When	asked	if	police	had	ever	used	this	language	
in	 interactions	with	 LGBT	 young	 people,	 Xavier	 (female	 to	male	 transgender,	 22)	 stated,	 ‘Oh	
yeah,	“You	fucking	faggot,	I’ll	fuck	you	like	a	bitch	that	you	are”’.	Other	young	participants	noted	
how	 these	 forms	 of	 language	 served	 to	 constrain	 not	 only	 the	 behaviours	 of	 those	 on	 the	
receiving	end	of	the	comments,	but	also	those	who	witnessed	these	exchanges:	
	
















lead	 him	 to	 constrain	 his	 behaviour	 for	 fear	 of	 potential	 further	 trouble	 from	police.	 This,	 in	
turn,	 represents	 the	 material	 effects	 of	 homophobic	 language	 for	 LGBT	 young	 people.	 Pinky	
implements	a	new	way	of	self‐management	in	public	spaces	(Rose	1999).	When	Pinky	reflected	





whispers	you’re	going	 to	get	people	 calling	out	 ‘Faggots’	or	 ‘Dykes’.	 (Pinky,	 gay	
male,	18)	
	
Pinky	 recognised	 that	 doing	 same	 sex	 intimacy	 in	 public	 spaces	 in	 any	 form	 made	 non‐
heteronormative	 sexualities	 visible	 (Skeggs	 1999)	 in	 ways	 that	 situate	 them	 as	 out	 of	 place	
(Moran	 and	 Skeggs	2004;	Valentine	 1993).	More	 importantly,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 one‐off	 remarks	
like	 these	 align	 with	 what	 Mason	 (2002:	 20)	 calls	 a	 ‘[v]isible	 yet	 unverifiable	 means	 of	
correction’	–	they	correct	same	sex	intimate	behaviours	in	public	spaces	by	telling	them	they	are	
not	welcome	 in	 these	 spaces.	 They	 are	 pushed	 out	 ever	 so	 subtly	 and	 language	works	 as	 an	
action	which	seeks	to	privatise	same‐sex	intimacies	(Berlant	and	Warner	1998).	
	







While	 Sarah	 is	 technically	 out	 of	 place	 as	 a	 male	 to	 female	 transgender	 young	 person,	 she	
identifies	as	a	female	with	a	boyfriend	and	they	‘pass’	successfully	as	heterosexual	–	and	in	place	
in	 heterosexual	 public	 space.	 This	 interaction	 highlights	 that,	 while	 the	 imperative	 to	 hide	
diverse	sexuality	has	fallen	away	somewhat	in	contemporary	times,	the	common	expectation	to	
do	 this	 ‘continues	 to	 serve	 as	 the	 favoured	 benchmark	 against	 which	 all	 representations	 of	
homosexuality	 are	 measured’	 (Mason	 2001:	 24).	 Police	 appear	 to	 use	 this	 benchmark	 to	
‘measure’	behaviours	of	LGBT	young	people	in	public	spaces.	It	is	assumed	they	will	adhere	to	
unspoken	 expectations	 about	 not	 ‘flaunting’	 their	 sexuality	 in	 public	 spaces,	 and	 properly	




Homophobic	 language	 and	 legislative	 frameworks	 were	 also	 used	 by	 police	 and	 security	
personnel	to	punish	public	visibilities	of	this	group	as	a	form	of	authorised	government	of	non‐
heteronormative	 bodies.	 This	 means	 they	 used	 the	 powers	 they	 had	 as	 police	 and	 security	












According	 to	LGBT	young	people’s	accounts,	police	used	 language	 to	punish	 those	considered	
out	of	place	due	to	visible	non‐heteronormativity.	This	was	particularly	the	case	for	transgender	
young	 people.	 For	 example,	 one	 participant	 recounted	 a	 situation	 where	 a	 police	 officer	
physically	acted	on	the	body	of	a	young	transgender	female:	 ‘One	of	my	friends	Holly	who	is	a	
transgender	person	 ...	she’s	still	male	but	she	wears	a	wig	and	dresses	up	and	the	cops	ripped	











they	 admonish	 transgender	 visibility	 in	 public	 spaces	 as	 ‘soft	 targets	 ...	 disciplined	 for	 their	
gender	 non‐conformity’	 (Tomsen	 2009:	 42).	 Police	 actions	 demonstrated	 to	 Pinky,	 to	 the	
transgender	 young	male	 involved	 and	 to	 onlookers	 that	 these	 bodies	 are	 out	 of	 place	 and	 in	
breach	of	legislative	frameworks.	They	are	the	subject‐to‐be‐looked‐at	(Young	1996),	seen	to	be	




When	 I	 was	 with	 my	 friends	 that	 look	 really	 gay	 and	 the	 police	 actually	 said	
something	really	rude	to	him	...	I	really	don’t	want	to	say	...	so	it’s	like	if	you	look	












Pinky	was	punished	 for	 seeking	 out	 sex	with	 another	male	 in	 a	 ‘beat’4	 and	police	 did	 this	 by	
drawing	on	discourses	of	HIV	transmission	that	have	stigmatised	gay	men	in	the	past.	Misch’s	
friend	was	punished	for	looking	‘really	gay’	and	Alexis	was	punished	for	responding	to	language	
from	 police	 that	 he	 knew	 was	 inappropriate.	 These	 three	 examples	 may	 be	 thought	 of	 as	
performative	(Austin	1975):	these	words	perform	how	LGBT	young	people	who	visibly	embody	















Police	 and	 security	 personnel	 also	 punished	 public	 visibilities	 of	 this	 group	 via	 authorised	
legislative	 forms	 of	 punishment.	 These	 actions	 included	 issuing	 fines	 for	 kissing	 a	 same	 sex	
partner	to	physically	intervening	on	same	sex	couples	in	public	spaces.	Although	these	actions	
are	clearly	unfair	that	police	issue	fines	for	this	conduct,	it	can	fall	within	the	boundaries	of	the	




Even	 though	 there	were	 times	when	 young	participants	were	 unsure	 if	 it	was	 their	 sexuality	
that	police	responded	to,	elements	of	situations	recounted	in	interviews	suggested	this	may	be	






























The	 use	 of	 punishment	 by	police	 officers	was	not	 always	 so	 subtle	 or	 ambiguous	 in	 terms	of	
enacting	 non‐heteronormative	 sexualities	 and/or	 genders.	 Indeed,	 some	 examples	
demonstrated	 how	 legislative	 frameworks,	 which	 are	 ‘never	 unambiguously	 and	 precisely	




in	public	 ...	 I’ve	seen	a	 couple	of	people	actually	 ticketed	 for	being	 in	 the	 street	
kissing,	two	guys.	(No	Name,	bisexual	male,	19)	
	
The	 cops	 came	up	 to	 them	and	 started	harassing	 them,	pulling	 them	apart	 and	








got	 in	 trouble	 for	 public	 nuisance	 because	 I	 had	 no	 clothes	 on,	 that	 is	
understandable,	but	kissing	in	public,	 it’s	fucking	ridiculous	...	and	I	couldn’t	say	








Von	D	 that	 displaying	 same	 sex	 intimacy	 in	 public	 places	 deserved	 punishment.	 Another	 gay	
male	participant,	Alexis	(gay	male,	19),	was	twice	fined	by	police:	first,	for	‘making	out	at	a	train	
station’	with	his	male	partner	–	 ‘The	coppers	came	along	and	fined	us	actually	 ...	 this	 is	public	
offence	 or	 some	 crap	 ...	 fined	 for	 public	 disturbance’	 –	 and,	 second,	 for	 ‘making	 out’	 in	 a	
shopping	centre	with	his	male	partner	–	‘at	like	9	at	night	on	a	late	night;	I	got	charged	again	...	
public	nuisance	or	disturbance	 ...	 I’m	 like	“This	 is	not	cool.	Would	you	 like	me	to	go	do	 it	 in	a	
hole?”’.	 Alexis	 was	 well	 aware	 these	 police	 actions	 fell	 outside	 the	 boundaries	 of	 sanctioned	
police	discretionary	powers	yet	his	only	means	of	recourse	was	to	not	pay	the	fine:	‘haven’t	paid	




These	 examples	 demonstrate	 the	 application	 of	 the	 Queensland	 Summary	 Offences	 Act	 2005	
(2011:	 s.5.6).	 This	 Act	 includes	 the	 offence	 of	 public	 nuisance5	 and	 behaving	 ‘in	 an	 offensive	






discussed	 by	 interviewees	 in	 this	 study	 seemed	 to	work	 through	 the	 assumption	 that	 public	
space	is	a	pure,	moral	space	in	which	same	sex	affection	constituted	improper,	unclean	use	of	









constraint	 and	 punishment	 used	 by	 police	 and	 security	 and	 this	 captures	 succinctly	 the	
dynamics	of	how	this	happens	with	LGBT	young	people.	The	accounts	presented	,	according	to	
Hall	 (2005:	 69),	 may	 be	 reminiscent	 of	 hate	 crime	 where	 this	 acts	 as	 ‘a	message	 crime’	 –	 it	
conveys	a	strong	message	to	the	general	public	about	a	particular	person	or	group	is	‘different,	
unwelcome	 and	 that	 any	member	 of	 that	 community	 could	 be	 the	 next	 victim’.	 However,	we	
cannot	just	say	that	police	use	of	homophobic	language	with	these	young	people	is	a	simple	case	
of	a	hate	crime	incident	for	instance	so	how	we	think	about	this	has	to	be	different.	While	the	










bodies	 failing	 to	 align	 with	 heternormative	 genders	 and	 sexualities.	 The	 actions	 of	 police	 in	
public	 spaces	 send	 a	message	 to	 the	 general	 public	 about	 the	 inappropriateness	 of	 same‐sex	
intimacies	 in	 public	 spaces.	 The	 key	 issue	 warranting	 further	 consideration	 is	 how	 we	 have	












This	 also	 highlights	 the	 wider	 governance	 project	 that	 LGBT	 young	 people,	 and	 even	 police	
officers	 and	 security	 personnel,	 may	 engage	 in	 as	 a	 result	 of	 their	 interactions.	 Ultimately,	
according	 to	Mason	 (2002:	 21),	 ‘when	 humans	 are	 rendered	 recognisable	 as	 certain	 types	 of	
individuals,	we	 assume	 responsibility	 for	modifying	 and	 constraining	 our	 behaviour,	 and	 our	
sense	of	self,	so	as	to	conform	to	normalised	expectations	and	conventions’.	LGBT	young	people	
may	be	considered	as	falling	outside	the	expectations	of	heterosexual	public	spaces	as	they	fail	














20	 years	 ago,	 her	 conclusion	 still	 appears	 to	 hold	 weight	 in	 a	 contemporary	 setting:	 ‘The	






diverse	 sexualities	 and	 genders	 embodied	 by	 LGBT	 young	 people	 in	 this	 study	 unsettled	
heteronormative	 public	 spaces	 because	 they	 embodied	 desires	 and	 genders	which	 are	 out	 of	
place	and	in	need	of	regulation	(Dalton	2007;	Skeggs	1999).	Participant	comments	in	this	study	
highlight	 how	 some	 police	 and	 security	 personnel	may	 be	working	 through	 an	 imperative	 to	
keep	 same‐sex	 intimacy	 in	 any	 form	 private	 and	 that	 heterosexual	 affections	 pass	 invisibly	
under	the	attention	of	police	and	security.	This	is	suggestive	of	what	Berlant	and	Warner	(1998:	











This	paper	demonstrates	a	 range	of	practices	 that	seek	 to	constrain	and	 therefore	govern	the	
public	 visibilities	 of	 sexual/gender	 diversity	 in	 the	 conduct	 of	 LGBT	 young	 people.	 Security	
personnel	 and	 police	 actions	 serve	 as	 regulatory	 practices	 in	 a	 range	 of	 different	ways:	 they	
regulate	conduct	they	deem	to	be	out	of	place	in	public	spaces;	they	enrol	LGBT	young	people	in	
a	project	of	 self‐management	 to	minimise	 the	contact	 they	have	with	police	and	security;	and	
they	 spectacularly	 demonstrate	 to	 onlookers	 the	 power	 of	 being	 visibly	 queer	 and	 therefore	
unwelcome	in	public	spaces.	All	these	points	demand	further	consideration	if	we	are	to	better	









1		 In	 this	 project,	 LGBT	 was	 used	 to	 refer	 to	 sexualities	 and	 genders	 which	 fall	 outside	 the	 boundaries	 of	




4		 ‘Beat’	 is	 an	Australian	 slang	 term	used	 to	 refer	 to	 the	use	 of	 public	 toilets	 for	 anonymous	 sex	with	other	men	
(Johnson	2008).	These	spaces	are	referred	to	as	cottages	in	the	United	Kingdom	(Johnson	2007).	
5		 A	person	commits	a	public	nuisance	offence	if:	
(a)	the	person	behaves	in	a	disorderly	way;	or	an	offensive	way;	or	a	threatening	way;	or	a	violent	way;	and	
(b)	the	person’s	behaviour	interferes,	or	is	likely	to	interfere,	with	the	peaceful	passage	through,	or	enjoyment	of,	
a	public	place	by	a	member	of	the	public.	
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